This paper examines the way in which John Howard's values have shaped his approach to federalism. Howard identifies himself as an economic liberal and a social conservative. and the paper traces the impact of this stance on Australian federalism. It shows how they have resulted in an increasing accretion of power to the centre and a further marginalisation of the States.
The paper finds that Howard's commitments to small government and a single market unimpeded by state borders have important consequences for federal arrangements as has his lack of sympathy with regional identity.
Federalism is central to Australian political life. It is a defining institution which has shaped the nation's political evolution. 1 The founders' conception of a nation composed of strong autonomous States, each with their own independent source of income and expansive sphere of responsibility has never been realised, if indeed it was ever intended and over time power has shifted, almost inexorably, to the centre. Politics is, amongst other things, a battle of ideas. They are useful both as rhetorical devices, as symbols to rally supporters, and as justifications for actions.
Nevertheless, it is important that we do not ignore the significance of ideas in shaping Howard's approach to federalism. 4 Indeed Kane argues, "Political agents and institutions must be seen to serve and to stand for something apart from themselves, to achieve something beyond merely private ends … This they do by avowing their service to some set of fundamental values, principles and goals". 5 In other words, ideas legitimise action. While Howard has eschewed grand theory, he has held fast to the themes of economic liberalism and social conservativism, consistently using these notions to define his politics. 6 Since its formation in 1945, the Liberal Party of Australia has claimed to be the party of federalism. The Party's first platform explicitly committed it to: "the maintenance, This paper argues these twin ideas have helped define Howard's federalism, giving it a distinctive character and direction. confidently asserted, was to be supported as an institution which "takes government closer to local people, creating higher levels of democratic participation and government more closely reflecting the people's wishes and regional needs"; and also one which provides for more appropriate legislation and allows policy experimentation and learning". 9 The commitment to federalism continued to be restated; the Party's Federal Council passed a resolution enshrining "states' rights" in 2005. 10 How strongly did this commitment influence practice? Tiver, for example, argues that federalism, whilst requiring "ritual obeisances", did not necessary flow through into the practice of government unless economic interests were at stake. 11 From this perspective, ederalism was of symbolic importance, with little relevance in the everyday business of government. In fact, Parker suggests its most important function was to distinguish the party from Labor, which roundly rejected federalism as a conservative hindrance to reform. 12 4
The split between theory and practice is evident throughout the Party's history. According to Turner, "Menzies gave lip-service … to the party's federalist platform, which he had helped to write, but never allowed it to hamper the Commonwealth's exploitation of the financial supremacy" which was consolidated in the 1950s and 1960s. 13 Under Menzies, the Commonwealth supplemented State borrowings with special loans and expanded the use of tied grants in areas such as education and welfare, as well as infrastructure. 14 Menzies justified the extension of Commonwealth involvement thus: federal arrangements were necessarily rigid and legalistic and it was up to the political actors themselves to apply these rules in a flexible and reasonable way. Of course, this flexibility was informed by basic liberal values and facilitated by goodwill and "an honest desire" to resolve difficulties amongst key actors. 15 In the latter part of the 1960s, Prime Minister John Gorton adopted a much more centralist stance, borne partly of his interest in social policy reform, and his belief that the Commonwealth should have final say in areas of national concern.
His approach worked well in the 1960s with like-minded Premiers such as Bolte and Playford installed in the States but the changing political guard in Canberra brought with it a different approach to federalism. 16 This brought him into conflict with State leaders, all of whom were non-Labor and expected a better deal from a sympathetic Commonwealth. 17 The standoff was resolved with a declaration, which acknowledged the value of transferring powers between governments where it was necessary. 18 Fraser's "New Federalism" built on basic liberal precepts. His support for federalism derived from his belief that, "the power of the state should be limited and contained."
Despite his explicit rejection of the centralist tag, Gorton envisaged a wider role for the Commonwealth in health, education and the like. Half a decade later, the stance adopted by one of his successors, Malcolm Fraser was more ambiguous. 
Moreover,
he argued "Increasing the centralisation of government power in Canberra is positively dangerous. The more power is centralised the less it is subject to popular influence and control." 20 Federalism diffused power but could only do so successfully if financial resources were shared. To this end, he proposed the States receive a fixed share of income tax, and also be allowed to levy their own income taxes. In practice, however, Fraser's"New Federalism" was largely limited to some rolling back of tied grants, which had ballooned under the previous government. Even this change was largely cosmetic, with the Commonwealth using other means to direct its resources. The promise to give the States a fixed share was somewhat of a poisoned challis for the States because it tied them to the Commonwealth's fiscal strategy and Fraser "set limits as ruthlessly as any of its predecessors". 21 There was also an increase in direct intervention in areas of State responsibility such as the environment. Costello's critique of federalism. Unlike his colleague, he refrained from condemning federalism in principle but instead advocated a clearer delineation of roles, which posited the Commonwealth in the role of policy maker and left implementation to the States (or "branch offices" in his terminology). 27 As we can see from above, although federalism has remained a central plank in the Liberal Party and a key element in its self definition, the allegiance to principles of states' rights, division of powers and the containment of government has always jostled with other core values such as individualism, the family, economic enterprise and the nation. That the inevitable tensions and contradictions between the values have not generated more heat is attributable to the pragmatism which has defined Liberal thinking. Liberalism, as the Party understands it, is "a broad based political philosophy that relates a core set of enduring values to the changing realities and challenges that societies confront over time". 28 While all federations are subject to centripetal and centrifugal forces, in Australia the pull of the centre largely overwhelmed the tug of the periphery. Over the last decade, we have seen considerable power accrue to the centre as the Howard government built on the structures and routines of the past, adapting and adjusting them to suit both the prevailing political climate and its own policy goals. The scope of change was both considerable and, at times, The Commonwealth also extended its reach into areas of State responsibility by pushing them to pass uniform legislation. Whilst not strictly a transfer of power -the States retain formal authority -the effect of uniform legislation does represent a limit to the States' legislative autonomy. A good example of this is the common firearm regime established early in the Howard governments first term. 35 In the aftermath of the mass shooting in Tasmania in April 1996, the Prime Minister proposed that the hotch potch of State laws be replaced by a common framework which not only standardised arrangements but also imposed tougher controls on ownership and banned some types of weapons outright. 36 The Prime Minister called for State co-operation, but the underlying threat was clear -if they did not, the Commonwealth would go ahead without them. In 1998, the Prime Minister warned the States, "the Commonwealth reserve the right to use all of the power and authority at its disposal to ensure compliance with the uniform gun control legislation". 37 The Commonwealth government, under Howard, did not just extent its power using legal avenues. As we shall see below, it also utilised its fiscal supremacy to extend its reach into areas of State responsibility. capacity to pursue their own growth agenda. In other words, they effectively forfeited their capacity to lure business to their States through the establishment of competitive tax regimes.
Developments in Fiscal Federalism
Given the long standing commitment to horizontal fiscal equalisation and the States' limited revenue raising capacity, this probably did not amount to much. Second, the GST was not a "State tax" despite the Commonwealth's attempt to define it as such because the Commonwealth was responsible for administering it. 42 This may become important because, according to Galligan, the States' right to a share of the GST ultimately rested on a "gentleman's agreement" and the Commonwealth retains the right to vary it, a fact noted by the Treasurer, Peter Costello. 43 Third, the Commonwealth still controls the formula for distributing the GST between States and this gives it a useful weapon to play them off against each other. 44
The decentralising elements contained in the GST must be set against other developments, in particular the use of Specific Purpose Grants. Tied grants have long been a vehicle for Commonwealth engagement in areas of State responsibility but the Commonwealth's ability to ensure that these grants were spent in accordance with agreed goals was constrained by its inadequate monitoring and enforcement capacities. As a consequence, the States had enjoyed a good deal of flexibility in the way in which they spent the money. 45 The Commonwealth was also more rigorous in outlining the conditions under which it would extend funding to the States. In education, the Commonwealth also tightened its oversight by tying funding to a performance management framework, which measured outcomes against clearly specified objectives. 47 
Howard's Values and Federalism
The Howard government negotiated the tensions inherent in Australian federalism through an increasing centralisation. It is an approach which appears to be at odds with the party's platform but is it? In the discussion below, I examine how Howard's core values of economic liberalism and social conservatism have shaped his commitment to federalism.
Economic Liberalism
Howard's thinking on economics clearly influenced his approach to federalism. In the 1970s, Howard aligned himself with the party "dries", economic reformers who drew theoretical inspiration from F.W. Hayek and policy ideas from Margaret Thatcher. 52 Over his thirty years in public, his economic stance became more flexible as he shifted away from a theory driven position to embrace a more pragmatic approach. This led Quiggin to accuse the Howard and his government of a contradictory approach to economic policy. 53 Policy. 54 Howard's adherence to a pragmatic economic liberalism had significant consequences for Australian federalism. Two elements in his economic thinking are particularly important in Some of this flexibility may be attributed to the fact that much of the reform agenda had been satisfied by the previous Hawke and Keating Labor governments but it also suggests a somewhat flexible interpretation of "economic liberalism" informed by values rather than any slavish application of grand theory. this context. These are his commitment to the notion of "small government", and his drive to create a single national market. It is an understanding that appears to fit comfortably within the Menzian tradition; Menzies conceptualised government not as a provider but as a facilitator supporting individual enterprise and encouraging self help. 55 Howard articulated these themes in his maiden speech in Parliament in 1974 when he spoke of the primacy of individual endeavour and personal responsibility as well as his preference for private providers and the importance of parental choice in education. 56 The themes of self reliance, resourcefulness and individualism recurred in his public utterances. 57 Government's role was "to promote the greatest degree of self-reliance and independence. Because unless people have self-reliance and independence they are robbed of dignity and they are robbed of selfrespect." 58 Dyrenfurth puts it thus: "Howard [speaks a …] language of idealised independence, emphasising independent families living the egalitarian dream". 59 According to Howard, these qualities are part of the traditional Australian make-up and it is these qualities that are eroded by big government, the target of much of his government's reforming zeal. Moreover, Howard argued that governments proved themselves less able than private entrepreneurs: "the idea of the government being a better judge of risk than people in the market, I mean that has just not been proved by history." 60 Howard's critique of big government underpinned the Commonwealth's push for privatisation. In addition to the more obvious asset sales, privatisation has also occurred in more subtle ways through contracting out and support for self-insurance and private provision in both the health and education sectors. 61 "Australians", Howard opined, "are fiercely independent and for that reason we demand choice -rejecting single "one size fits all" solutions imposed upon us by others." 62 This sponsorship of private providers had significant implications for the States.
Traditionally, they have been the major providers of education and health services.
Howard's government channelled considerable Commonwealth resources towards private providers through measures such as the private health insurance rebate and increased support for the independent school sector thereby reducing the traditional role of the States.
In its quest for choice, the Commonwealth is increasingly side-stepping the States whilst retaining significant control through regulation and the level of financial support. This sort of model effectively conceptualises the States as just another provider. The CommonwealthState relationship is, in effect one between purchaser and provider; Commonwealth funds are handed over to the States and, in return, they are expected to deliver a slate of goods and services. Contained within the deal is an implicit threat that if they fail to meet their responsibilities, the Commonwealth will consider bypassing them, either by engaging additional providers, or funding consumers directly.
The "limited but strategic" role of government includes ensuring that such choice is available. 63 The second element in Howard's economic thinking, which had implications for federalism, was his commitment to a single national economy. This too can be traced back to his early time in Parliament. While Howard firmly aligned himself with his party's policy on federalism in his maiden speech, his reasons were interesting: it was imperative, he argued, that States be given fixed proportion of income tax revenue, not because this would allow them to determine their own policy directions, but rather because of his fear that without adequate income tax they may be forced to levy "direct, punitive and inflationary" taxes of their own and such actions would impact adversely on the national economy. He also rejected the idea of returning some taxing powers to the States, a key element of Fraser's "New Federalism". When senior Coalition figures raised the possibility of revisiting the issue in 1987, 1989 and again in 1991, Howard quickly quashed such speculation. 64 He was, he admitted, '"a bit of a heretic"' in the conservative ranks fearing that returning independent taxing powers to the States would, "encourage economic provincialism and fragmentation."' 65 While the push for small government has implications for the States' role as service providers, Howard's conceptualisation of economic liberalism has justified other, profound changes in Australia's federal arrangements. Australia, Howard, argued operated as a single national economy and he couched changes in both education and training, and labour market regulation, in part at least, in terms of facilitating the operation of this national economy because "we are not six separate economies, we are one single economy".
In one sense the GST was consistent with this approach. Although it offered the States access to considerable revenue, the GST was nevertheless a uniform national tax intended to replace a number of different State based taxes. 66 "We are now emphatically and unalterably a single economic unit" in which State based industrial relations systems are anachronistic. 67 Hence, "labour market reform is not about transferring power from the States to the Commonwealth": 68 … we're not interested in a power grab, we're not interested in centralisation of power, we're interested in ratifying and underpinning the fact that this country is a single, even [sic] economic unit. And we should remove the impedients [sic] for the doing of business across State borders to the extent that they continue to exist. 69 In a 2005 speech delivered to the Sydney Institute, Howard elaborated on the limitations of a system based on multiple jurisdictions. The volume of overlapping awards and agreements was a source of confusion for employers; an avenue for exploitation for unions; and a cost to the taxpayer who was forced to support separate tribunals, registries and bureaucracies. 70 The taxes they soak up would be better spent on hospitals, roads and schools. The complexity and uncertainty of different systems is bad enough. But the regulatory creep in our State systems has the capacity to strangle enterprise and productivity. 71 Similarly, Howard, at times, justified Commonwealth intervention in education and training in terms of removing barriers to labour mobility within the country. It was not difficult for him to cite inconsistencies -qualified carpenters faced with the inconvenience and expense of undergoing a formal assessment to work in another State; licensed plumbers and gasfitters confronted different licensing regimes; privately trained hairdressers unable to work in States that demanded full apprenticeships. State governments, he observed, were often more interested in protecting their bureaucratic turf than in "fighting for the best outcomes for the trainee, industry and the country".
A single national industrial relations system was merely a logical next step from national regimes for tax, and corporations and financial institutions. 72 the increased mobility of our population means that no fewer than 80,000 Australian students move from one State or Territory to another each year. And against this backdrop of the nationalisation of our economy and our society there is understandable frustration, even anger, at what they see as … a failure to achieve uniformity when that uniformity will deliver obvious benefits.
In relation to education, he had this to say: 
Social Conservatism
While the connection between Howard's economic liberalism and his approach to Australian federalism is relatively clear cut, the case in relation to his oft stated social conservatism is less so. This is partly because of a degree of confusion surrounding the terminology.
Howard unapologetically identified himself social conservative: 75
But what did this social conservatism mean to him? Howard used the term "social conservatism" to encompass a conventional stance on a range of moral issues such as euthanasia, abortion, sexuality and drug use. In some ways, this is in accord with modern conservative thought. According to O'Sullivan, conservatives do not reject change absolutely 74 Howard, "Ministerial Conversations Lunch". 75 Howard, "Address at the Launch of the Publication". but rather operate within a "respect for limits". 76 Howard's social conservatism did not automatically translate into a willingness to intervene in areas of State responsibility From opposition, Howard indicated that in government he would be prepared to assume an enhanced role in relation to social issues. This is evident in his 1988 policy manifesto, "New Directions". While the document was content to leave some issues such as aboriginal affairs, to the States, it promoted an enhanced Commonwealth role in relation to others. As a Sydney Morning Herald editorial tartly observed, there is, "… an unexplained willingness to assume a large degree of Federal involvement, as, for example in relation to education and law and order".
They are opposed to a social libertarianism which sanctions any behaviours as long as they do not interfere with the rights of others.
While Howard is cautious on a range of social issues, his conservatism is far from complete and he appears, however, to eschew other elements typically associated with conservatism.
The social organicism; the respect for hierarchy and authority; and the multiple obligations which typify traditional conservatism are largely absent from his public statements. His social structure was not one in which the individual is bound by obligations to clan, creed, or caste, and instead he champions individual independence. These are classic liberal values and, as I argue below, have important implications for federalism. Moreover, as we shall see, he was selective in his defence of traditional institutions, championing only those he deemed on continuing use of which, as we shall see, federalism was not one.
Social Conservatism
77 As Howard himself said, "'As Prime Minister, I
would take a more upfront role in crime fighting and law enforcement'". 78 In his early years in government, Howard demonstrated he was quite prepared to exercise considerable influence over matters that were traditionally, and constitutionally, State 
Social liberalism
It emerges out of the disintegration of traditional kinship networks and the rise of individualism. Whereas in the past, individuals located themselves within the broader social world through reference to family, they now can assume multiple identities, identities derived from race and ethnicity, religion, gender and sexuality, disadvantage -indeed for some, these identities are defined by disadvantage which gives them their political edge and provides a guide to action. The notion of "political correctness" marked a measure of the success of these groups in claiming recognition for their identity and their disadvantage. Political critics marked their distaste for identity politics by rejecting "political correctness", a term increasing used disparagingly to dismiss the demands generated by identity politics.
In the mid 1990s, Howard embraced a rejection of "political correctness", using his opposition as a slogan to distinguish himself and his government from that of his predecessor Paul Keating. In place of a government captured by special interests would be one which spoke to all Australians. It was "not a Government of political correctness but one committed to broad community values and practical outcomes on economic and social issues". 82 Brett argued that since the 1980s, Howard's message has revolved around the twin poles of family and nation.
The stance resonated with sections of the community also fitted comfortably with Howard's world view, a view that rejected group identities. 83 This schema leaves little room for other links -links to class, race, ethnicity, gender, sexuality or region. As Brett succinctly put it: "Family and nation are enough for anyone [and] other bases of social identity risk limiting freedom and dividing the nation". Within this simple vision, there is only space for "community", a product of Australians' "great volunteer" spirit. 84 School Parents and Citizens Associations, country firefighters, and landcare groups can be accommodated because they do not cut across the core affiliations of family and country but rather can be understood as an extension of them, under the umbrella of his much vaunted "mateship". 85 According to Dyrenfurth, Howard's quarrel lies with "inappropriate" divisive contestation --contestation over race, gender and sex. 86 Howard's antipathy to affiliations with the capacity to cut across family and country is longstanding and underpins his much studied positions on race and ethnicity. For example, 82 Michelle Grattan, "PM Lashes Culture of Negativity" The Age (6 July 1996), p. 5; see also J.
national unity, preferring "needs based" policy to any form of affirmative action because, "I am strongly against dividing the country between black and white". 87 A treaty would be "divisive", and undermine his vision of "One Australia". 88 Likewise, we can explain his well documented distaste of multiculturalism in terms of its potential to cut across people's loyalty to Australia. "People come to [Australia] because they want to be Australians", to join "our national family", to become one of us, not as we might become, but as we are now. 89 Multiculturalism, as it developed in the 1980s, not only legitimated difference but locked people into their specific groups and limited their opportunity to participate in Australian society. 90 Class also poses a problem within Howard's world view. His campaign against Keating was based, not only on a rejection of sectional interests, but also of class and class envy. This position was politically expedient -it provided the basis for his reconstruction of the Liberal Party after successive election defeats --but it also formed an essential part of his thinking about Australia and Australians.
It therefore, had to be abandoned, in the cause of both national unity and individual freedom. 91 It was an Australia made up of aspirational battlers, who have no need for old class based parties, or other class based organisations, such as trade unions. This position clearly informed his new industrial relations regime: it was about allowing individuals "to make the bargain that he or she thinks is best for that person's individual circumstances and that person's family". 92 What does Howard's rejection of identity politics have to do with federalism? Federalism is an institution devised to accommodate regional difference. This is most evident in places like Switzerland, Belgium and Canada where cleavages around language, religion and culture are deep and longstanding. Although such cleavages are absent in Australia, regional sentiments exert some pull. Almost two decades ago, Sharman pointed out State boundaries "represent real discontinuities between distinctive patterns of social interaction" 93 . The States were, he argued, distinct political communities, with their own set of political allegiances. More recently, Vromen and Gelber contend, "cultural federalism is for the most part subtly pervasive and widespread", reflected in recent constructions in sport and other cultural arenas and reinforced by the federal structure of political parties and other key institutions. 94 Smith argues that despite the elusiveness of State differences, people continue to identify themselves with reference to their State. 95 Howard had no time for such regional allegiances and hence no sympathy for a cultural federalism. He definitively rejected any State allegiance or identification: "State and provincial loyalties which tug against the national interest should have no place in the modern Australia". This is especially true in the peripheral States of Tasmania, Western Australia, and Queensland. Indeed State premiers in these States have a long tradition of appealing to parochial sentiments. 96 Elsewhere, he stated, "I don't actually believe in states' rights as such. I believe that we're all Australians. I've never seen myself, even though I grew up in Sydney, I've never seen myself as a New South Welshman." 97 Much … as I love the city in which I grew up I have never felt any personal identification with the State. Perhaps this varies according to where you grew up.
But a sense of commitment to the unity and the wholeness of the Australian nation is something that I think is very important to Australian Liberals.
At another time, he added, 98 view, a world view which rejects identity politics in favour of a commonality based on family, community and nation.
Conclusion
This paper has argued that ideas have influenced John Howard's understanding of federalism. These are not the ideas of grand theory, nor are they drawn from "doctrine" as the Liberal Party reminds us. Australian liberalism, as articulated by the Liberal Party, is not a "'predetermined abstract theory" but "an attitude of mind and faith'". 104 … celebrate that marvellous capacity we have as Australians to choose many of those things from our past and our heritage that work and are of value ... we exercise the discretion and the wisdom to put aside those that doe not suit the Australian ambience and the Australian attitude.
There is more to liberal thinking than a set of values or belief, however. According to Menzies, it also offers a way of thinking about policy problems, which was not determined by doctrine in any sort of formulaic way but rather informed by the liberal "attitude". It is an attitude which has shaped the Party's approach to federalism.
The Liberal Party has long championed federalism in principle but, in practice has tempered it with other considerations. In the 1950s and early 1960s Menzies willingly utilised the focuses on values rather than doctrines, or institutions for that matter. These values provide a guiding light, a direction and a rationale for change. According to Howard, we, as liberalism, social conservatism, and a classical sort of social liberalism. Two tenents of Howard's economic liberalism had profound implications for his approach to federalism; these were his support for the principle of small government and his commitment to building a single national market. The former expressed itself, not as a diminution in the role of government but rather the withdrawal of government from the direct provision of services.
This had important ramifications for the states as the primary deliverer of services especially in health and education. The latter also affected education, and contributed one of the rationales for the reconstruction of labour market regulation in Australia. Howard proved less willing to intervene in areas of state responsibility in the cause of social conservatism but his social liberalism meant that he had little sympathy for regional identification, promoting instead an allegiance to the Australian nation. Howard's federalism is thus informed by the goal of building a single nation, with a single, national economy and a single, national identity.
